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ABSTRACT
This paper focuses on the Janus face-teacher educator and researcher.
Drawing on existing international literature, our aim is to position
ourselves in the discussion relating to our own and other research. In
this paper we limit ourselves to discuss twomain components, namely
teaching and research in relation to which teacher educators seem to
experience a rather strong tension. We maintain that the quality of
teaching does not become inferior to research and publishing in
teacher education. This necessitates that sufficient resources are pro-
vided for assuring the quality of teaching and for research; subse-
quently the two activities are complementary and not contradictory
to each other. Our claim is that teacher educators in most settings are
Janus-faced due to the competing demands of excellence in both
research and teaching. However, we strongly believe that the two
main responsibilities of teacher educators which form the Janus face,
can melt into each other in the face of a researching teacher educator.
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Quality teaching is key to improve student learning. Quality teaching depends on teacher
quality which is seen as one of the most important school-related factors influencing
student achievement (OECD 2005; Darling-Hammond 2000; Hattie 2003). Teacher quality
depends on quality teacher education. Thus, teacher educators play a key role in the process
of teacher learning (EU 2013). There has been extensive research on teaching and teachers,
but less attention has been paid to teacher educators.
More recently, it is possible to identify research which has focused on teacher
educators, in particular on their roles and responsibilities and on their professional
learning (Kelchtermans, Smith, and Vanderlinde 2018; Meeus, Cools, and Placklé 2018;
Bouckaert and Kools 2018; Yamin-Ali 2018; Shagrir 2019). While there has been growing
attention to teacher educators, existing literature points to divergent orientations and,
to some extent, to lack of clarity in regard to who they are, what they do, and how they
develop professionally (Flores 2018; Ping, Schellings, and Beijaard 2018). As Murray
(2016) argues, teacher educators are ‘an under-researched, poorly understood, and ill-
defined occupational group’.
Added to this is the complex and varied nature of their roles, particularly regarding
research, teaching and teaching how to teach. In this context, tensions related to how teacher
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educators handle the two man roles – teaching and research – have been identified (Murray
and Male 2005; Czerniawski, MacPhail, and Guberman 2017). Teacher educators have been
viewed as ‘hidden’ or ‘unrecognised’ professionals (Livingston 2014) within a multi-faceted
(EU 2013) and heterogeneous profession (Smith 2011; Ping, Schellings, and Beijaard 2018).
Issues of invisibility, diversity, complexity, and sometimes ambiguity have been used to
describe the characteristics of teacher educators’work. Within this complexity of roles, teacher
educators develop professional identities related to practicing agency, ‘their capacity to
negotiate and renegotiate professional identities within their local work practices’ (Hökkä,
Eteläpelto, and Rasku-Puttonen 2012, 86) in the attempt to handle the many different
responsibilities. Initiatives led by teacher educators in different parts of the world in order
to foster their professional development may be identified (Shagrir 2019) namely through
communities of practice (Shagrir 2019; Hadar and Brody 2018), self-studies and study groups
(see, for instance, Flores et al. 2016; Vieira et al. 2019). Issues such as building collective
responsibility for improving teacher education programmes, providing support, developing
a shared commitment to student teacher learning and developing a scholarship of teacher
education have been discussed as a result of such initiatives. However, in other contexts,
dilemmas, tensions and concerns associated with the complexity of teacher educators’ role
and practice have also been identified (see, for instance, Vieira 2013; Meeus, Cools, and Placklé
2018; Maareneen et al. 2019). It is, therefore, important to examine who teacher educators are
and what they do, how they understand their roles and their professional learning and
development (see, for instance, Izadinia 2014; Livingston 2014; Flores 2016; Czerniawski,
MacPhail, and Guberman 2017; Hadar and Brody 2018; Springbett 2018). This paper focuses
in particular on the Janus face- teacher educator and researcher. It draws on existing interna-
tional literature, and our aim is to position ourselves in the discussion relating to our own and
other research.
Who is the teacher educator and how are his/her roles described?
As a backdrop to discussing who is the teacher educator and what his/her roles are, it is
useful to problematise the university context in which teacher educators work. Labaree
(2004) talks about the low status of Ed-school in American tertiary institutions, and at
the same time criticised them for being distant to the practice field. Brennan and Willis
(2008), describing the Australian context, claim that: Education is not a top discipline in
the university sector (s. 297). Teacher education has, in many countries, previously mainly
taken place in colleges, and not in universities, yet since the 1990 there has been
a process of merging teacher education colleges with universities in for example UK,
Australia, New Zealand, and recently also in Norway. Thus, teacher education must find
its place within the university structure and develop an academic identity which fits into
a university model. Teacher educators who in the past identified themselves mainly as
‘teachers’, are now required to develop new identities to fit the university model. A look
at existing research literature points to the vagueness of the definition of the term
‘teacher educator’. This lack of clarity leads, in turn, to the vague definition of who
teacher educators are with implications for their identities, role description and profes-
sional development. In a recent paper, White (2019) asserts that defining who the
teacher educator is depends on ‘which country and work context you are located in; it
depends on which position and perspective you take on the wider project of educating
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teachers, and it depends on individuals who either choose to identify or not, as
a member of this group’.
Attempts have been made to overcome the lack of a shared and clear understanding of
the term in existing literature. For instance, teacher educators have been described as ‘all
those who actively facilitate the (formal) learning of student teachers and teachers’ (EU
2013, 8). In a similar vein, Snoek, Swennen, and van der Klink M (2011, 652) state that
a teacher educator is ‘someone who contributes in a formal way to the learning and
development of teachers’. These definitions entail a broad understanding of the concept
which includes those who work in universities (including those who teach school subjects)
as well as school based mentors. The above definitions particularly highlight the formal
dimension in which teacher educators’ work is embedded. As White (2019) asserts recently,
teacher educators ‘remain poorly understood and yet paradoxically vital to policy reform’.
Multiple or sub-identities as teacher educators may be identified as they may see
themselves in different ways. For instance, school mentors might, rightly so, think of
themselves primarily as school teachers, and teachers in higher education are likely to
see their roles mainly as researchers and/or as teachers of teachers (Swennen, Jones, and
Volman 2010). In order to answer the question ‘who is the teacher educator?’ it is
important to consider the components of the teacher education curriculum (Flores
2016) and to include into the equation those who are involved in teaching disciplinary
knowledge, didactical knowledge, general pedagogy, and teaching practice, i.e. founda-
tional courses, content knowledge courses, and teaching practice courses. As such
a wide definition of teacher educators is advocated including all involved with the
education of teachers regardless of the context and content. In other words, there are
multiple teacher educators who are to be associated with various primary expertise and
role in the education of (student) teachers in different contexts of learning. White (2019),
in a recent literature review and local policy analysis study in the Australian context,
identifies three sub-groups belonging to the broader teacher educator occupational
group: i) university-based; ii) school-based; and iii) community-based teacher educators
(for instance, parents, community leaders and, in examples from both Canada and
Australia, Indigenous Elders). Each of these categories plays a key role in the education
of teachers across their career to best meet the needs of all students.
Other issues pertaining to the complex and demanding nature of teacher educators’
professional knowledge and work have also been discussed in recent research literature.
Smith (2015) claims that teacher educators is a professional group within another
professional group, that of teachers. There is a certain unique combination of character-
istics of teacher educators’ professional knowledge and skills, such as content knowl-
edge, communicative knowledge, knowledge about adult learning, feedback and
motivation, research knowledge, and how to develop reflective competence within
others (Smith and Ulvik 2015). Taking into consideration that a specialised professional
education for teacher educators is rare or non-existing in most contexts, teacher edu-
cators’ professional knowledge is mainly acquired through experience. In Israel Orit
Avidov-Ungar and Forkosh-Baruch (2018) studied the professional identity of teacher
educators with regards to pedagogical innovation, including being, the conceptual
component; doing, the practical component; and having, the environmental support
component. The authors found that the ‘being’ component is the dominant mode of
existence and is strongly connected to the construction of professional selves. They also
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conclude that the demands of the digital era compel teacher educators to re-examine
their professional identity vis-a-vis technology-integrated teaching and that institutional
support was vital for professional identity construction.
Other studies have examined how teacher educators enacted their roles differently
within a school-based development project (Postholm 2019) and their collective profes-
sional agency and identity within an identity coaching programme (Hökkä, Vahasantanen,
and Mahlakaarto 2017). Recent research has also focused on their professional roles (Meeus,
Cools, and Placklé 2018; Bouckaert and Kools 2018; Yamin-Ali 2018), on their professional
learning, development and change (Brody and Hadar 2018; Czerniawski et al. 2018), on their
conceptualisation of the teaching/learning process (Kosnik et al. 2018; Cao et al. 2018), and
on their identities and the integration of technology (Jonker, Marz, and Voogt 2018; Uerz,
Volman, and Kral 2018). This literature emphasises the tensions teacher educators encounter
in their work, in some cases related to a mismatch between their own expectations and the
expectations of their institutions as well as the need to better align their professional
development with their needs and career stages including both formal and informal
learning contexts. An expansion of their roles, lack of support, scarcity of relevant profes-
sional development opportunities, tensions between research and teaching and lack of
visibility of their work have also been identified. In a recent systematic review of what, how
and why teacher educators learn, Ping, Schellings, and Beijaard (2018), drawing on 75
research articles, concluded that while research on teacher educators’ professional learning
appears to be a growing field of interest, it is fragmented in focus. The same authors found
that i) there is no clear knowledge base essential for teacher educators’ work, ii) teacher
educators undertake different activities from which to learn, and iii) they generally experi-
ence the need to learn to do their work as teacher educators.
The importance of reflecting on teacher educators’ practice and research as a strategy
of professional development has also been explored within the framework of the self-
study movement (see, for instance, Russell and Martin 2014; Russell 2018). A Finnish
study suggests, however, that teacher educators express more confidence in exerting
agency in their teaching roles than in their roles as researchers (Hökkä, Eteläpelto, and
Rasku-Puttonen 2012). Moreover, research has shown that teacher educators are
a particular group of teachers as their instructional practices are significantly different
from those of other higher education faculty in terms of the use of various types of
traditional and constructivist strategies (Goubeaud and Yan 2004). Cao et al. (2018, 481)
argue that ‘The uniqueness of teaching in teacher education is that the focus of teaching
is not just on what student teachers should know and believe about teaching, but more
importantly on what student teachers actually do when they are teaching’.
In this paper we discuss school-based and university based teacher educators (e.g.
the mentors or cooperating teachers in the schools during practicum and beyond) in
order to shed additional into their identity and work and particularly into the ways in
which they deal with varied and sometimes competing demands embedded in their
professional responsibilities.
Teaching and research
Drawing upon data about the process of enacting change in initial teacher education, as
a result of the Bologna process, Vieira et al. (2019, 53) identified resistance, tensions, and
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dilemmas as ‘tradition and innovation are difficult to reconcile within organisational
cultures that tend to be conservative, and where divergent interests and power imbal-
ances often undermine democratic debate and the resolution of problems’. The authors
argue for a scholarship of teacher education in order to recognise teacher educators’
agency and to empower them to deal with the challenges of local reforms. The question
is what does this scholarship entail? In the current paper we limit ourselves to discuss
two main components, namely teaching and research. Teacher educators seem to
experience a rather strong tension between the two activities identified (Murray and
Male 2005; Czerniawski, MacPhail, and Guberman 2017). Whereas university based
teacher educators’ careers are directly affected by the increasing demand to conduct
research and publish, school-based teacher educators experience the research pressure
to a lesser degree. However, when more and more teacher education programmes are at
a higher degree level, school-based teacher educators are expected to support student
teachers in their practice oriented research assignments, and also to continuously
examine their own teaching practice (Aspfors and Fransson 2015). In other words, school
based teacher educators are expected to be research literate.
Consequently, there is an increasing pressure on all teacher educators not only to be
‘smart consumers of research’ (Loughran 2014) meaning that they understand research
(Cochran-Smith 2005), but also to be producers of research, for example by systematic
studying their own practice in the search for constant improvement (Berry 2007;
Loughran 2010, 2014). Zeichner, acknowledging the importance of practitioners’ self-
study research, however, also warns about the danger of staying too personal and local,
not addressing issues discussed in the wider context of teacher education research:
“Although acknowledging the positive professional development impact of self-study on
teacher educators, this article calls for more closely connecting the self-studies of teacher
educators to the mainstream of teacher education research so that the voices of practicing
teacher educators are incorporated into syntheses of research on particular aspects of
teacher education», (Zeichner 2007, 36).
Teacher educators are expected to be involved with research, but they do not all feel they
are competent to conduct research. Czerniawski, MacPhail, and Guberman (2017), reporting
on a survey (n = 1158) from 6 countries conducted by the International Forum for Teacher
Educator Development (InFo-TED), conclude that the most commonly expressed develop-
ment needs teacher educators have, are to acquire research skills and academic writing
skills. They want to build up a research portfolio for career movement as well as acquiring
more knowledge about how to find the appropriate journals for eventual publications. An
academic teacher education is located at institutions of higher education, and subsequently
people involved with teacher education are expected to be active researchers and to
publish in peer-reviewed journals. The challenge is, however, that many of them are not
sufficiently research literate and experience a lack of support in learning about research
(Czerniawski, MacPhail, and Guberman 2017).
The expectation for all teacher educators to be research competent is closely related to
the increasing quest for a research based (informed) teacher education. Students of teach-
ing in many countries, e.g. Finland and Norway, and to a great extent in Portugal, are
expected to develop research competence during initial teacher education and to be
actively involved with research (Smith 2017). This, however, requires that teacher educators
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at the university and in school are not only smart consumers of research, but research
literate so they are able to both model practice-oriented research in addition to teaching
research methods and be involved in the supervision of students’ research assignments.
Many teacher educators come into teacher education from school teaching (Murray and
Male 2005; Loughran 2014), and do not hold the required research competence. As
Czerniawski, MacPhail, and Guberman (2017) state, this seems to be a shared concern across
contexts and national borders.
An additional issue less addressed is if conducting research makes a better teacher
educator and improves the quality of teaching in teacher education. When looking at
the self-study literature (Zeichner 2007; Loughran 2014; Vanassche and Kelchtermans
2016), it suggests this is the case, mainly regarding how teacher educators perceive
their own practice. By the help of research they become aware that they do not
always address or achieve the goals they have set when planning their teaching.
Vanassche and Kelchtermans (2016) support previous research (Berry 2007, among
others) and argue that teacher educators experience tension between teaching and
research, and between aligning their personal beliefs and values with institutional
and national norms and frameworks. Ulvik and Smith (2019) found that teacher
educators and students of teaching in Norway value teacher educators’ research
activities differently. Teacher educators acknowledge the need for being involved
with research, however, they also fear that spending more time on conducting
research and writing for publication will leave them with less time to prepare and
practice quality teaching. Student teachers, on the other hand, are less appreciative of
their teacher educators’ research activities, and are more interested in relevant and
recent teaching experience teacher educators can share with them. Consequently,
there is a tension also between the central participants’, teacher educators’ and
students’ views on research. Vanassche and Kelchtermans (2016) maintain that
there is a need to find a balance between research and teaching in teacher educa-
tion. We would argue that it is a matter of how teacher educators’ role and scholar-
ship are defined. We maintain that the quality of teaching does not become inferior
to research and publishing in teacher education. This necessitates that sufficient
resources are provided for assuring the quality of teaching and for research, subse-
quently the two activities are complementary and not contradictory to each other.
Similarly, there are teacher educators without any teaching experience from school, but
who come into teacher education with a disciplinary PhD and hold a strong research
competence. They have a different form for first-order expertise (Murray and Male 2005)
research, and these teacher educators need to acquire a second- order expertise of teaching
and become acquainted with the school system. Both types of teacher educators are in need
of professional development activities in order to strengthen their second-order expertise to
satisfactory be able to provide a good education for students of teaching (Smith 2011).
Consequently, we argue that there is not a uniformmodel for teacher educators’ professional
development, there is no one size that fits all. Teacher educators’ expertise differs, which
requires providing opportunities for bespoke professional development activities (OECD
2018)
Communities of practice, groups of people who share a common goal and meet
regularly to share experiences, learn from each other, and jointly search for ways to
improve practice (Wenger, McDermott, and Snyder 2002) is often discussed in relation to
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teachers’ professional development, but less so concerning teacher educators’ learning.
Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden (2017) reason that for a community of practice to thrive,
thinking together is essential.
“ . . . .people engaged in thinking together guide one another through their understanding
of the same problem. However, this understanding relates not only to technical, practical or
theoretical knowledge (the main focus in indwelling), but also to the understanding of the
(historical) relationships and communities that are relevant to the given practice” (p. 394).
Leaning on Pyrko, Dörfler, and Eden (2017) paper, our claim is that various types of teacher
educators engaging in communities of practice come with diverse professional backgrounds,
histories and expertise, and are likely to belong tomultiple communities of practice. However,
our claim is that the professional development of teacher educators will benefit from teacher
educators’ communities of practice at an institutional, national and international level. There is
a need for starting thinking together, making tacit knowledge explicit and accessible to other
members of the community. With this as a starting point, research strong, as well as teaching
strong, teacher educators create opportunities to enrich each other and to make the teacher
educator profession stronger.
European, national and local initiatives
The need to invest in teacher educators’ professional growth has been advocated
through an agenda for research, policy and practice focusing on teacher educators’
professional development at a European and national and local initiatives. Below we
present a few examples of communities of practice at the various levels.
InFO-TED
An example of a European initiative aimed at fostering the professional development of
teacher educators is InFo-TED in which the first author is the leading coordinator. InFo-
TED (https://info-ted.eu/) is an international forum of teacher educators from seven
countries working to develop and implement knowledge bases of teacher educators;
to make the knowledge bases accessible on line, to develop and implement supportive
guidelines for induction and professional learning programmes, and to explore how an
enduring international supportive structure can be implemented for professional devel-
opment activities. The core of InFo-Ted’s work is the conceptual model for teacher
educator development (see Kelchtermans, Smith, and Vanderlinde 2018, 126). The
model illustrates the stance taken by InFo-TED, that
“The starting point for the professional development of teacher educators, in our opinion,
needs to be their practice. We start from the assumption that acting teacher educators have
good reasons for doing their job the way they are doing it. That starting point then gives
a positive appreciation of the practice in which teacher educators ‘enact’ their expertise.
This is radically different from a deficit approach in which teacher educators’ practices
would be evaluated against the normative outline of the necessary competencies or
evidence-based ‘best practices’» (Kelchtermans, Smith, and Vanderlinde 2018, 125).
Info-TED thus claims that explicit lists of standards should not be the starting point or the
goals for teacher educators’ professional development, but that the individual teacher
educator, or communities of teacher educators, start by examining their own practice
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which will then guide the professional development activities. This stance is supported by
Tack et al. (2018), drawing upon a large-scale survey with 611 teacher educators and on five
focus group with 24 participants in Flanders, identify a ‘structural need’ for teacher educa-
tors’ participation in professional development activities that are closely linked to their own
practices and organised within the context of long-term perspective.
At national levels there are several initiatives in European countries, and some of
them are briefly described in the following.
NAFOL in norway
In Norway a National Research School in Teacher Education (NAFOL) was established in
2010 to promote research by teacher educators, with the aim to strengthen institutional
research activities in teacher education, to develop a research-based knowledge base for
teacher education, and to prepare teacher educators for supervising student teachers
research’ projects. The vast majority of Norwegian teacher education institutions are
members of the national network which offers additional support beyond the institu-
tional doctoral programs, to teacher educators undertaking the demanding task of
getting a PhD. Ongoing external and internal evaluations of NAFOL document that
graduates from the research school impact the research interests and activities in the
network institutions, and that the NAFOL graduates develop a researching teacher
educator identity (Vattoy and Smith 2018). Recently school based teacher educators,
supported by the school or by a local municipality have increasingly joint NAFOL,
engage practice oriented research with relevance to their own and other schools.
MOFET in Israel
In Israel the MOFET Institute was established in 1984 by the Department of Teacher
Education of the Israeli Ministry of Education as a ‘body to initiate and provide frame-
works and platforms suitable for the professional development of teacher educators’
(Shagrir 2019, 227) Three types of activity frameworks are developed at MOFET: frame-
works for learning leading to professionalism and expertise, frameworks for developing
the body of knowledge about the teacher education profession and frameworks for
professional communities of practice (Shagrir 2019). MOFET includes a wide array of
activities such as discussions, workshops, meetings with known experts, study trips and
using online learning technologies. Added to these are activities directed to enable the
initiation, leadership and development of scientific research as well as activities to foster
academic writing and publications. Also included is the establishment of professional
communities of practice in which participants hold discussions and debates, constructed
outputs such as position papers, documents defining roles, etc. These communities may
take the form of think tanks, focus groups and position-holders’ forums (Shagrir 2019).
The flemish initiative
Since 2018, the Flemish Government (Belgium) is subsidizing an educational program for
teacher educators. This educational program replaces the local and ad hoc initiatives into
a Flemish broad initiative that is coherent and integrated. The educational program consists
of 20 ECTS credits and is open for teacher educators with a minimum of 3 years’ experience.
The program has a unique focus on teacher educators’ role as ‘teachers of teachers’. The
curriculum consists of 5 subjects 1/Teacher educators’ professionalism, 2/Practitioner
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research, 3/Curriculum development, 4/Collaboration and organization, and 5/Guidance of
reflective experience learning. Within the subjects, teacher educators’ own practices are
brought together with theory and recent research results (personal communication with
Ruben Vanderlinde, 09.04.19).
The VELON in the Netherlands
In the Netherlands the Dutch Association for Teacher Educators, VELON, with 1500
members, developed a professional standard, a registration procedure, and
a knowledge base for teacher educators. According to VELON, ‘The knowledge base is
intended as support, source of inspiration, instrument and/or tool with which you can
direct your professionalization or development in your own way’. The second, revised
version of the knowledge base (developed 2016–2019) consists of seven areas:
(1) The teacher educator
(2) The context of teacher education
(3) Subject content and subject pedagogy
(4) Teacher education: cooperation between school and teacher education institution
(5) Research in teacher education
(6) Teacher Education: policy and organisation
(7) Norms and values in teacher education
There is also a specific program for teacher educators available. The programme sup-
ports teacher educator in their professional development and in the preparation for the
registration. Registration is voluntary (personal communication with Mieke Lunenberg,
08.07.2019).
The NEIP in Portugal
In Portugal, there is not yet a national initiative to promote teacher educators professional
development, yet local pockets of interest/excellence such as NEIP, Portuguese acronym for
Núcleo de Estudos e Inovação da Pedagogia (Group of study and innovation of pedagogy) in
which the second author has been involved (Vieira et al. 2016). One of the overarching aims
was to develop a research culture on and in initial teacher education and a scholarship of
teacher education aiming to better understand and to improve teacher educators’ practices
through questioning the rationales and the implications of their work (Flores, Vieira, and
Ferreira 2014). The NEIP was the result of a Working Group in place between 2010 and 2013
aimed at fostering pedagogical innovation at the Institute of Education at the University of
Minho (GT-IP). The NEIP was formally created in late 2013 and it started its work in
January 2014. Amongst its activities were studies about pedagogical issues; support to
experiences of innovation of practice; pedagogical talks; seminars about pedagogical
innovation; publications; pedagogical resources and materials and scientific events. One
of its main achievements was the creation of a local community of teacher educators who
initiated a circle of studies on the post-Bologna master degrees in teaching. Unfortunately,
the NEIP, alongwith other local working groups, was eventually extinguished in 2016 by the
Dean of the Institute of Education, and therefore lost institutional support and became an
informal initiative.
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Conclusions
The focus of this paper has been teacher educators’ professional development aimed to
enhance the scholarship of teacher educators. The role of teacher educator is complex
(Loughran 2014), and there is more to scholarship of teacher educators than discussed in
the current paper. Our claim is that teacher educators in most settings are Janus-faced
due to the competing demands of excellence in both research and teaching. Teacher
educators are in this paper defined as faculty members of higher education institutions
or involved with initial and induction teacher education as school-based teacher edu-
cators, many of whom work within a context of what policy makers call a research-based
teacher education. Subsequently, they are expected to be smart consumers and active
producers of research. The other side of the Janus face is that all teach about teaching
and are therefore expected to model high-quality teaching and all that this entails.
Our position is that the competing demands on teacher educators are not sufficiently
rooted in the understanding of who teacher educators are, their background and expertise.
They form a diverse group, and as such their needs for professional development activities
differ. We argue that teacher educators as a profession has not been sufficiently addressed
by policy makers. In 2013, The European Commission issued a document called Supporting
Teacher Educators for better learning outcomes (http://ec.europa.eu/assets/eac/education/
policy/school/doc/support-teacher-educators_en.pdf) in which they claim that:
“Teacher educators are crucial players for maintaining – and improving – the high quality of the
teaching workforce. They can have a significant impact upon the quality of teaching and
learning in our schools. Yet they are often neglected in policy-making, meaning that some
Member States do not always benefit fully from the knowledge and experience of this key
profession. It also means that teacher educators do not always get the support and challenge
they need, for example in terms of their education and professional development” (p.4).
Whereas the attention to teacher educators’ work and development has drawn increased
attention among the research community as briefly presented in the introduction of this
paper, we argue that European policy makers have not addressed the criticism and the plea
made by the European Commission in 2013. The few initiatives are sporadic, some of which
are mentioned above. At the European level the profession itself, experienced teacher
educators, started InFo-Ted, and the Dutch VELON is another initiative that started from
the grassroot. Governmental support has been given to some of the other examples as in
Belgium, Norway and Israel, in most cases after active engagement of teacher educators.
The most urgent challenge the authors of this paper currently observe is the increased
pressure on research and publication without sufficient resources for the institutions and for
the practicing teacher educators. Our concern is that the publication pressure will be at the
expense of the quality of teaching in teacher education. Excellent teacher educators whose
expertise is teaching might leave the profession, others will not have time to prepare good
teaching. Finally, when engaging in research and publication without sufficient compe-
tence, the quality of teacher education research is also in danger of being impoverished.
There is a need to find a good balance (Vanassche and Kelchtermans 2016) at the individual,
institutional and national level, in which research and teaching in teacher education is
intertwined. We strongly believe that the two main responsibilities of teacher educators
which form the Janus face can melt into each other in the face of a researching teacher
educator, yet we are still not there.
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